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DETAILED ACTION 
Introduction 

1 . The following is a non-final office action in response to the communications 
received on June 16, 2006. Claims 1-7, 9-16, 18-25, and 27-30 are now pending in this 
application. Claims 8, 17, and 26 have been previously cancelled. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Examiner acknowledges Applicant's amendments to claims 1-3, 6-7, 9-12, 14-16, 
18-21 , 23-25, and 27. Examiner acknowledges Applicants 1 previous cancellation of 
claims 8, 17, and 26. Examiner withdraws the 35 U.S.C. §101 rejections due to 
amendment to the claims. Examiner maintains the 35 U.S.C. §103 rejections and 
asserts new 35 U.S.C. §103 rejections necessitated by amendment. Examiner also 
requests that Applicants specifically point to sections of the Specification that provide 
support for the new matters asserted. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed June 16, 2006 have been fully considered but are not 
found persuasive or are moot in grounds of new rejection necessitated by amendment. 
Applicant argues i.) Examiner improperly applied a "technological arts" rejection to the 
present invention, ii.) Jameson fails to teach "a computer-implemented method for 
solving a supply chain planning problem" and specifically fails to teach 
"decompositioning the supply chain planning problem into a plurality of independent 
sub-problems", iii.) Jameson fails to teach "providing a plurality of distributed partitions 
in a database" and "associated with a respective independent sub-problem of said 
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supply chain planning problem", iv.) Jameson fails to teach "operating at least one 
processor in said database, each of said at least one processor associated with a 
respective partition of said plurality of distributed partitions", v.) Jameson fails to teach 
"forming a plurality of distributed sub-problem partitions, each of said distributed sub- 
problem partitions including a plurality of related items and associated with a respective 
independent sub-problem of said supply chain problem", vi.) Jameson fails to teach 
"loading data into a plurality of distributed database partitions, said data associated with 
said plurality of related items, and each of said distributed database partitions 
associated with a respective one of each of said distributed sub-problem partitions", vii.) 
Jameson fails to teach "solving each of said plurality of said independent sub-problems 
by separate processes operating in parallel in said database", viii.) Examiner 
inappropriately used Official Notice, ix.) Examiner used impermissible hindsight, x.) the 
knowledge that "resource allocation is part of supply chain management" is not within 
ordinary skill in the art, xi.) James or Fierro fail to teach "the step of equally sizing said 
distributed sub-problem partitions", and xii.) Examiner failed to provide motivation for 
combining Jameson and Fierro. 

Applicants argument Examiner improperly applied a "technological arts" rejection 
is moot because Examiner has withdrawn this rejection due to the amendments to claim 
1 . However, it should be noted that Examiner did not apply a technological arts test but 
rather implored the useful, concrete, and tangible test of 35 U.S.C. §101 . 

In response to Applicant's argument Jameson fails to teach "a computer- 
implemented method for solving a supply chain planning problem" and specifically fails 
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to teach "decompositioning the supply chain planning problem into a plurality of 
independent sub-problems", Examiner respectfully disagrees. First, Jameson teaches a 
resource allocation system and method (see column 5 lines 13-34). Additionally, 
Jameson teaches handling forecasted demand uncertainty as a constraint in the 
algorithm to determine optimal resource allocations (see column 5 lines 13-34 and 
column 19 lines 1-45). The present invention describes the supply chain problem as 
demand forecasting problems, service level requirement problems, and replenishment 
planning problems (see Specification page 2). Thus, Jameson specifically handles a 
supply chain problem (by handling forecasted demand uncertainty) as described by the 
Applicants. Furthermore, Applicants have failed to persuade examiner on exactly how a 
resource allocation problem is not a supply chain problem. The mere allegation that 
resource allocation has nothing to do with supply chain management is not persuasive. 
Second, Jameson does teach "decompositioning the supply chain planning problem into 
a plurality of independent sub-problems" (see column 7 lines 45-54; where the 
allocation problem is divided in to simpler sub-problems. Resource allocation is a part 
of supply chain management.). Applicants 1 state that Jameson's decompositioning of 
the supply chain problem is "for coping with the inherent NP-Hardness of stochastic 
programming and for defining spaces for line searches" but fail to specifically distinguish 
how the present invention is different. The mere allegation that Jameson fails to teach 
this limitation is a mere allegation of patentability fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(b) 
because they amount to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable 
invention without specifically pointing out how the language of the claims patentably 
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distinguishes them from the references. Furthermore, if Applicants are suggesting that 
the present application's decompositioning of a supply chain problem is different than 
that of Jameson's decompositionon, the Applicants would be relying on features not 
recited in the claims. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to Applicants argument Jameson fails to teach "providing a plurality 
of distributed partitions in a database" and "associated with a respective independent 
sub-problem of said supply chain planning problem", Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Jameson does teach "providing a plurality of distributed partitions in a database, each 
partition of said plurality of distributed partitions associated with a respective 
independent sub-problem of said supply chain problem (see column 7 lines 45-54 and 
column 8 lines 19-21 ; where the system accounts for larger sub-problems. Sub- 
problem partitions are defined as larger sub-problems per the specification. See 
specification p. 9 line 16. Further, clusters are combined to create larger clusters or 
larger sub-problems. The sub-problems consist of scenarios, where a scenario is a set 
of related events. Each scenario is an independent sub-problem.). Applicant's 
arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1.1 11(b) because they amount to a general 
allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out 
how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

In response to Applicant's argument Jameson fails to teach "operating at least 
one processor in said database, each of said at least one processor associated with a 
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respective partition of said plurality of distributed partitions", Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Jameson does teach "operating at least one processor in said database, 
each of said at least one processor associated with a respective partition of said 
plurality of distributed partitions" (see column 5 lines 10-35 and column 24 lines 61-67; 
where multiple processors can be used to increase the system efficiency. Furthermore, 
each processor can be used in parallel for each instance of ZCIuster and each 
processor can handle a branch of the scenario tree.). Applicant's arguments fail to 
comply with 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1 (b) because they amount to a general allegation that the 
claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the language 
of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

In response to Applicant's argument Jameson fails to teach "forming a plurality of 
distributed sub-problem partitions, each of said distributed sub-problem partitions 
including a plurality of related items and associated with a respective independent sub- 
problem of said supply chain problem", Examiner respectfully disagrees. Jameson does 
teach "forming a plurality of distributed sub-problem partitions, each of said sub-problem 
partitions including a plurality of related items and associated with a respective 
independent sub-problem of said supply chain planning problem" (see column 7 lines 
45-54 and column 8 lines 19-21; where the system accounts for larger sub-problems. 
Sub-problem partitions are defined as larger sub-problems per the specification. See 
specification p. 9 line 16. Further, clusters are combined to create larger clusters or 
larger sub-problems. The sub-problems consist of scenarios, where a scenario is a set 
of related events. Each scenario is an independent sub-problem.). 
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In response to Applicant's argument Jameson fails to teach "loading data into a 
plurality of distributed database partitions, said data associated with said plurality of 
related items, and each of said distributed database partitions associated with a 
respective one of each of said distributed sub-problem partitions", Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Jameson does teach "loading data into a plurality of distributed database 
partitions, said data associated with said plurality of related items, and each of said 
distributed database partitions associated with a respective one of each of said 
distributed sub-problem partitions" (see column 5 lines 35-40, column 7 line 25, column 
1 1 lines 3-15, column 18 lines 49-56 and column 29 lines 35-57; where separate 
matrices contain variables for each scenario. Each matrix contains rows and columns 
to hold data elements. The matrices, also having a separate memory portion, are a 
database partitions.). 

In response to Applicant's argument Jameson fails to teach "solving each of said 
plurality of said independent sub-problems by separate processes operating in parallel 
in said database", Examiner respectfully disagrees. Jameson does teach "solving each 
of said plurality of said independent sub-problems by separate processes operating in 
parallel in said database" (see column 5 lines 10-35, column 8 lines 8-25, and column 
24 lines 61-67; where the sub-problems are solved to determine the optimal allocation 
point. Each sub-problem is solved independently and can be solved by multiple 
processors operating in parallel. The matrices are stored on individual machines thus 
allowing the matrices to be stored across several computers. A distributed database is 
defined as a database that be distributed to several computers.). 
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In response to Applicant's argument Examiner inappropriately used Official 
Notice, Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner has not taken any Official Notice 
with regard to claim 1 as purported by Applicants. The rejection of "solving a supply 
chain problem" that Applicant has incorrectly argued as a rejection based on Official 
Notice is discussed above. Examiner has not stated or asserted that the recitated 
limitations are "well known in the art" and is unable to find any such language in the 
grounds of rejection provided in the Non-Final or Final Rejections. The applied 
reference has been interpreted and applied assuming basic knowledge of one of 
ordinary skill in the art. According to in re Jacoby, 135 USPQ 317 (CCPA 1962), the 
skilled artisan is presumed to know something more about the art than only what is 
disclosed in the applied references. In In re Bode, 193 USPQ 12 (CCPA 1977), every 
reference relies to some extent on knowledge of persons skilled in the art to 
complement that, which is disclosed therein. Specifically here, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would be presumed to know that a resource allocation problem is one such 
problem that supply chain management encompasses. Therefore, it is respectfully 
submitted that the Examiner has at least satisfied the burden of presenting a prima facie 
case of obviousness, since she has presented evidence of corresponding claim 
elements in the prior art expressly pointing to specific portions of the applied reference 
and has also expressly articulated the combinations, motivations for such combinations, 
and the scientific and logical reasoning of one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention that fairly suggest the Appellant's claimed invention. 
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However, Examiner has taken official notice on the limitation "the step of forming 
said plurality of said clusters further comprises a step of assigning a CLUSTERJD to 
each item of said plurality of related items" as per claims 5, 14, and 23. Examiner notes 

the following discussion of Official Notice taken from the MPEP: 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specifically 
point out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would 
include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to be common 
knowledge or well-known in the art. See 37 CFR 1.111(b). See also 
Chevenard, 139 F.2d at 713, 60 USPQ at 241 ( w [l]n the absence of any 
demand by appellant for the examiner to produce authority for his 
statement, we will not consider this contention."). A general allegation 
that the claims define a patentable invention without any reference to the 
examiner's assertion of official notice would be inadequate. If applicant 
adequately traverses the examiner's assertion of official notice, the 
examiner must provide documentary evidence in the next Office action if 
the rejection is to be maintained. See 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2). See also 
Zurko, 258 F.3d at 1386, 59 USPQ2d at 1697 ("[T]he Board [or 
examiner] must point to some concrete evidence in the record in support 
of these findings" to satisfy the substantial evidence test). If the examiner 
is relying on personal knowledge to support the finding of what is known 
in the art, the examiner must provide an affidavit or declaration setting 
forth specific factual statements and explanation to support the finding. 
See 37 CFR 1.104(d)(2). If applicant does not traverse the examiner's 
assertion of official notice or applicant's traverse is not adequate, the 
examiner should clearly indicate in the next Office action that the 
common knowledge or well-known in the art statement is taken to be 
admitted prior art because applicant either failed to traverse the 
examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse was 
inadequate. If the traverse was inadequate, the examiner should include 
an explanation as to why it was inadequate, (MPEP § 2144.03(C)) 

First, Applicant has not "specifically point[ed] out the supposed errors in the 

examiner's action, which would include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to 

be common knowledge or well-known in the art." Applicant's broad request for 

references to support Examiner's statements of Official Notice amounts to nothing more 

than an unsupported challenge. For these reasons, "the step of forming said plurality of 

said clusters further comprises a step of assigning a CLUSTERJD to each item of said 



plurality of related items" is taken to be admitted prior art because Applicant's traversal 
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was inadequate. Second, Applicant's challenge is not timely. All statements of Official 
Notice made in the art rejection have been on record since issuance of the non-final 
rejection mailed on October 17, 2005. In the subsequent response filed on January 20, 
2006, Applicant failed to adequately traverse Examiner's Official Notice. Consequently, 
the statements of Official Notice made in the art rejection have been established as 
admitted prior art due to Applicant's failure to adequately traverse the Examiner's 
assertions of Official Notice. Therefore, Applicant has not sufficiently switched back to 
the Examiner the burden of supplying references in support of her assertions of Official 
Notice. 

In response to Applicant's argument Examiner used impermissible hindsight, 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's argument in response to 
Examiner's assertion "a resource allocation problem is part of a supply chain problem" 
that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight 
reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense 
necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes 
into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the 
claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 
1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

In response to Applicant's argument that there is no motivation to modify 
Jameson to incorporate "solving a supply chain problem", Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Jameson teaches a resource allocation system and method (see column 5 
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lines 13-34). Additionally, Jameson teaches handling forecasted demand uncertainty as 
a constraint in the algorithm to determine optimal resource allocations (see column 5 
lines 13-34 and column 19 lines 1-45). The present invention describes the supply 
chain problem as demand forecasting problems, service level requirement problems, 
and replenishment planning problems (see Specification page 2). Thus, Jameson 
specifically handles a supply chain problem (by handling forecasted demand 
uncertainty) as described by the Applicants. The teachings of Jameson enable one of 
ordinary skill in the art to ascertain the advantages optimizing allocation problems while 
reducing computational resources and time (see Jameson column 2 lines 42-56). It 
would have been obvious, to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify Jameson to 
incorporate "solving a supply chain problem" because the teachings of Jameson enable 
one of ordinary skill in the art to achieve optimal resource allocations, which is a supply 
chain problem as noted above, while minimizing computer resources and time which is 
a goal of Jameson (see column 2 lines 42-56). 

Applicant's argument James or Fierro fail to teach "the step of equally sizing said 
distributed sub-problem partitions" and Examiner failed to provide motivation for 
combining Jameson and Fierro are moot in grounds of the new rejection as 
necessitated by amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-7, 9-16, 18-25, and 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jameson (U.S. Patent No. 6219649). 
As per claim 1, Jameson teaches: 

A method for solving a supply chain planning problem, comprising the 
steps of: 

Decompositioning the supply chain planning problem into a plurality of 
independent sub-problems (see column 7 lines 45-54; where the 
allocation problem is divided in to simpler sub-problems. Resource 
allocation is a part of supply chain management); 

Providing a plurality of distributed partitions in a database, each 
partition of said plurality of distributed partitions associated with a 
respective independent sub-problem of said supply chain problem (see 
column 7 lines 45-54 and column 8 lines 19-21; where the system 
accounts for larger sub-problems. Sub-problem partitions are defined as 
larger sub-problems per the specification. See specification p. 9 line 16. 
Further, clusters are combined to create larger clusters or larger sub- 
problems. The sub-problems consist of scenarios, where a scenario is a 
set of related events. Each scenario is an independent sub-problem.); 

Operating at least one processor in said database, each of said at 
least one processor associated with a respective partition of said plurality 
of distributed partitions (see column 5 lines 10-35 and column 24 lines 
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61-67; where multiple processors can be used to increase the system 
efficiency. Furthermore, each processor can be used in parallel for each 
instance of ZCIuster and each processor can handle a branch of the 
scenario tree.); 

Forming a plurality of distributed sub-problem partitions, each of said 
sub-problem partitions including a plurality of related items and 
associated with a respective independent sub-problem of said supply 
chain planning problem (see column 7 lines 45-54 and column 8 lines 19- 
21 ; where the system accounts for larger sub-problems. Sub-problem 
partitions are defined as larger sub-problems per the specification. See 
specification p. 9 line 16. Further, clusters are combined to create larger 
clusters or larger sub-problems. The sub-problems consist of scenarios, 
where a scenario is a set of related events. Each scenario is an 
independent sub-problem.); 

Loading data into a plurality of distributed database partitions, said 
data associated with said plurality of related items, and each of said 
distributed database partitions associated with a respective one of each 
of said distributed sub-problem partitions (see column 5 lines 35-40, 
column 7 line 25, column 1 1 lines 3-15, column 18 lines 49-56 and 
column 29 lines 35-57; where separate matrices contain variables for 
each scenario. Each matrix contains rows and columns to hold data 
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elements. The matrices, also having a separate memory portion, are a 
database partitions.); and 

Solving each of said plurality of said independent sub-problems by 
separate processes operating in parallel in said database (see column 8 
lines 8-25; where the sub-problems are solved to determine the optimal 
allocation point. Each sub-problem is solved independently. The 
matrices are stored on individual machines thus allowing the matrices to 
be stored across several computers. A distributed database is defined 
as a database that be distributed to several computers.). 
Jameson does not explicitly teach a method of "solving a supply chain method". 
Jameson, however, does teaches a resource allocation system and method (see 
column 5 lines 13-34). Additionally, Jameson teaches handling forecasted demand 
uncertainty as a constraint in the algorithm to determine optimal resource allocations 
(see column 5 lines 13-34 and column 19 lines 1-45). The present invention describes 
the supply chain problem as demand forecasting problems, service level requirement 
problems, and replenishment planning problems (see Specification page 2). Thus, 
Jameson specifically handles a supply chain problem (by handling forecasted demand 
uncertainty) as described by the Applicants. Furthermore, the intended use of a method 
must result in a manipulative difference as compared to the prior art. See In re Casey, 
152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 
As per claim 2, Jameson discloses: 

The method of Claim 1 , further comprising the steps of: 
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Forming a plurality of clusters, each of said clusters including said 
plurality of related items (see column 8 lines 5-12; where optimal points 
are clustered and the clusters include the scenario, where scenarios are 
a set of related events); and 

Forming said plurality of distributed sub-problem partitions from said 
plurality of clusters (see column 5 lines 35-40 and column 11 lines 3-15, 
column 7 lines 45-54, and column 8 lines 19-21 ; where the system 
accounts for larger sub-problems. Sub-problem partitions are defined as 
larger sub-problems per the specification. See specification p. 9 line 16. 
Further, clusters are combined to create larger clusters or larger sub- 
problems. The sub-problems consist of scenarios, where a scenario is a 
set of related events). 
As per claim 3, Jameson teaches: 

The method of claim 1 , wherein the number of distributed sub- 
problems is equal to the number of database partitions (see column 7 
lines 58-67, column 8 lines 1-8, and column 19 lines 1-46; where the 
optimal allocation problem is solved for each scenario. As in the 
example provided each scenario is loaded into a database partition 
(ZCIuster Objects). Thus each sub-problem (scenario) is equal to the 
number of database partitions (ZCIuster Objects). 
As per claim 4, Jameson discloses: 
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The method of Claim 1, wherein said plurality of related items are related 
by one or more pre-define relationship rules (see column 10 lines 50-68, 
column 11 lines 1-29, and figures 6-8; where all of the elements of a 
scenario are processed under pre-defined rules). 
As per claim 5 t Jameson teaches the method of Claim 2, wherein the forming 
said plurality of said clusters further comprises a step of storing said clusters (see 
column 18 lines 49-61; where cluster arguments and function calls are stored to 
increase performance of future processing by calling stored results). Jameson fails to 
disclose the step of forming said plurality of said clusters further comprises a step of 
assigning a CLUSTERJD to each item of said plurality of related items. It is old and 
well-known in data management to assign an identification value to items stored in a 
database. The step of storing a cluster automatically gives it a CLUSTERJD in a 
database row. The advantage of assigning an identification value to items stored in a 
database is that the item and its respective row can be more efficiently found in the 
database by simply querying the database for the assigned identification value. It would 
have been obvious, at the time of the invention, for one of ordinary skill in data 
management to assign an identification value to the clusters stored in Jameson's 
system in order to more efficiently find the clusters and their stored results. 

Examiner further notes the following discussion of Official Notice taken from the 

MPEP: 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specifically 
point out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would 
include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to be common 
knowledge or well-known in the art. See 37 CFR 1.111(b). See also 
Chevenard, 139 F.2d at 713, 60 USPQ at 241 ( u [l]n the absence of any 
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demand by appellant for the examiner to produce authority for his 
statement, we will not consider this contention."). A general allegation 
that the claims define a patentable invention without any reference to the 
examiner's assertion of official notice would be inadequate. If applicant 
adequately traverses the examiner's assertion of official notice, the 
examiner must provide documentary evidence in the next Office action if 
the rejection is to be maintained. See 37 CFR 1.104(c)(2). See also 
Zurko, 258 F.3d at 1386, 59 USPQ2d at 1697 ("[T]he Board [or 
examiner] must point to some concrete evidence in the record in support 
of these findings" to satisfy the substantial evidence test). If the examiner 
is relying on personal knowledge to support the finding of what is known 
in the art, the examiner must provide an affidavit or declaration setting 
forth specific factual statements and explanation to support the finding. 
See 37 CFR 1.104(d)(2). If applicant does not traverse the examiner's 
assertion of official notice or applicant's traverse is not adequate, the 
examiner should clearly indicate in the next Office action that the 
common knowledge or well-known in the art statement is taken to be 
admitted prior art because applicant either failed to traverse the 
examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse was 
inadequate. If the traverse was inadequate, the examiner should include 
an explanation as to why it was inadequate. (MPEP § 2144.03(C)) 

Applicant has not "specifically point[ed] out the supposed errors in the examiner's 
action, which would include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to be common 
knowledge or well-known in the art." Applicant's broad request for references to support 
Examiner's statements of Official Notice amounts to nothing more than an unsupported 
challenge. For these reasons, assigning an identification value to a record is taken to 
be admitted prior art because Applicant's traversal was inadequate. 

As per claim 6, Jameson teaches the step of forming a plurality of distributed 
sub-problem partitions from said plurality of clusters (see column 7 lines 45-58 and 
column 24 lines 61-67; where clustering is used to divide resource allocation problems 
into simpler sub-problems. Using simpler sub-problems enhances the system to run 
faster and simpler. Furthermore, multiple processors can be used to solve each of the 
sub-problems.). Although Jameson teaches creating sub-problems in order to facilitate 



computational time and complexity, Jameson fails to explicitly teach creating sub- 
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problem objects of the same size. It is old and well-known in the art to equally size 
objects for processing. The advantage of creating objects of the same size is that it 
increasing the computational speed and minimizing the computational complexity. IT 
would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to take the teachings of Jameson to divide an allocation problem into sub-problems and 
modify Jameson to include the feature of equally sizing the sub-problem partitions in 
order to increase the system speed and minimizing the computational complexity, which 
is a goal of Jameson (see column 7 lines 45-57 and column 24 lines 61-67). 
As per claim 7, Jameson discloses: 

The method of Claim 1 , wherein the step of solving each of said plurality 
of said distributed sub-problems further comprises a step of solving said 
plurality of independent sub-problems in parallel (see column 24 lines 61-67; 
where the use of multiple processors is desirably for the parallel execution of 
multiple instances of clusters). 
As per claim 9, Jameson teaches: 

A computer implemented method for solving a supply chain planning 
problem, comprising the steps of: 

Decompositioning the supply chain planning problem into a plurality of 
independent sub-problems (see column 7 lines 45-54; where the 
allocation problem is divided in to simpler sub-problems. Resource 
allocation is a part of supply chain management.); 
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Providing a plurality of distributed partitions in a database, each 
partition of said plurality of distributed partitions associated with a 
respective independent sub-problem of said supply chain problem (see 
column 7 lines 45-54 and column 8 lines 19-21; where the system 
accounts for larger sub-problems. Sub-problem partitions are defined as 
larger sub-problems per the specification. See specification p. 9 line 16. 
Further, clusters are combined to create larger clusters or larger sub- 
problems. The sub-problems consist of scenarios, where a scenario is a 
set of related events. Each scenario is an independent sub-problem.); 

Operating at least one processor in said database, each of said at 
least one processor associated with a respective partition of said plurality 
of distributed partitions (see column 5 lines 10-35 and column 24 lines 
61-67; where multiple processors can be used to increase the system 
efficiency. Furthermore, each processor can be used in parallel for each 
instance of ZCIuster and each processor can handle a branch of the 
scenario tree.); 

Storing data associated with at least one new item in a temporary 
database location (see column 5 lines 35-40, column 7 line 25, column 
11 lines 3-15, column 18 lines 49-56 and column 29 lines 35-57; where 
separate matrices contain variables for each scenario. Each matrix 
contains rows and columns to hold data elements. The matrices, also 
having a separate memory portion, are a database partitions.); 
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Forming at least one cluster, said at least one cluster including said 
data associated with said at least one item (see column 8 lines 5-12; 
where optimal points are clustered and the clusters include the scenario, 
where scenarios are a set of related events); 

Merging said at least one cluster with at least one cluster associated 
with at least one sub-problem partition (see column 7 lines 45-54 and 
column 8 lines 19-21; where the system accounts for larger sub- 
problems. Sub-problem partitions are defined as larger sub-problems 
per the specification. See specification p. 9 line 16. Further, clusters are 
combined to create larger clusters or larger sub-problems. The sub- 
problems consist of scenarios, where a scenario is a set of related 
events); 

Loading said data into at least one database partition, said at least 
one database partition associated with said at least one sub-problem 
partition (see column 5 lines 35-40, column 7 line 25, column 1 1 lines 3- 
15, column 18 lines 49-56 and column 29 lines 35-57; where separate 
matrices contain variables for each scenario. Each matrix contains rows 
and columns to hold data elements. The matrices, also having a 
separate memory portion, are a database partitions.); and 

Solving said at least one independent sub-problem by separate 
processes operating in parallel in said database (see column 8 lines 8- 
25; where the sub-problems are solved to determine the optimal 
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allocation point. Each sub-problem is solved independently. The 
matrices are stored on individual machines thus allowing the matrices to 
be stored across several computers. A distributed database is defined 
as a database that be distributed to several computers.). 
Claims 10-16, 18-25, and 27 recite a "computer-implemented system for solving 
a supply chain planning problem" and "software for solving a supply chain planning 
problem" taught by Jameson (see column 1 lines 13-14 and column 5 lines 35-40). 
Claims 10-16, 18-25, and 27 further recite limitations already addressed by the 
rejections of claims 1-7 and 9; therefore the same rejection applies to this claim. 
6. Claims 28-30 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jameson (U.S. Patent No. 6219649) in view of Chopra et al. (Chopra, Sunil; Meindl, 
Peter; Supply Chain Management: Strategy, Planning, and Operation , Prentice Hall, 
October 2000). 

As per claim 28, Jameson teaches "said supply chain planning problems 
comprise problems selected from the group consisting of demand forecasting" (see 
column 5 lines 13-34 and column 19 lines 1-45; where uncertain constraints are 
handled and a resource allocation problem in terms of an forecasted demand 
uncertainty is provided.). Jameson fails to explicitly teach supply chain problems of 
"service level planning" and "replenishment planning". Chopra, in an analogous art, 
teaches solving supply chain problems for "service level planning" and "replenishment 
planning" (see pp. 179-220; where methods for cycle service level planning and 
replenishment policies is discussed). Chopra further teaches supply chain problems of 
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demand forecasting (see pp. 67-100; where planning for demand using demand 
certainty and demand uncertainty is done). The advantage of solving supply chain 
problems of demand forecasting, service level planning, and replenishment planning is 
that it facilitates the availability of product in light of the supply and demand variability. It 
would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, to combine the teachings supply 
chain management with regard to "supply chain problems consisting of demand 
forecasting, service level planning, and replenishment planning" of Chopra to Jameson 
in order to facilitate the availability of product in light of the supply and demand 
variability, which is a goal of Chopra (see p. 179-180). 

Claims 29-30 recite a "computer-implemented system for solving a supply chain 
planning problem" and "software for solving a supply chain planning problem" taught by 
Jameson (see column 1 lines 13-14 and column 5 lines 35-40). Claims 29-30 further 
recite limitations already addressed by the rejection of claim 28; therefore the same 
rejection applies to these claims. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following are pertinent to the current invention, though not 
relied upon: 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kalyan K. Deshpande whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5880. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




